Only minimal scholarly work has been undertaken on this text, due to the lack of an edition of the Zurich manuscript,4 but also because of its problematic, if not confusing, character. When Peter Ochsenbein presented his re-discovery of the revelations of Elsbeth at a conference in 1984, he declared them in the subsequent discussion as pathological and masochistic, and concluded that "a God who wants what is being described here, is no longer a God, but the devil".5 The first and only major study on the manuscript, an unpublished dissertation by Klaus Haenel from 1958, resulted in the unchallenged hypothesis that it is indeed Elsbeth's own writing.6 However, Haenel's conclusion to classify the manuscript as a 'diary' has been strongly criticized. As Elsbeth's self-torment and mystical experiences apparently took place in privacy, Peter Ochsenbein generally agreed that her manuscript could be viewed as a private, diary-like document; ultimately, however, he rejected this notion and concluded that it was, from the very beginning, intended for other readers.7 According to him, Elsbeth was not concerned with verbalizing her mystical experiences, rather with mystical teaching and justification in the context of ascetic exercises.8 
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